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Art Unit: 2178 

DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to application 09/821,423 filed on 3/28/2001, with no prior art 
filed. 

2. Claims 1-28 are pending in the case. Claims 1, 12, and 18 are independent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

3 Claims 1 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Robertson (USPN 5,608,850— filing date 3/4/1997). 

4. Regarding independent claim 1, Robertson discloses a method of record selection (In 
col 13, lines 25-45, objects are selected) comprising the steps of: displaying at least one 
of a plurality of record entries on a display (in col. 13, lines 25-45, the objects are 
displayed); recognizing a contact point on said display marking a first start point on a 
first record entry (in col. 13, lines 35-45, mouse pointer displacement is used to select 
objects); recognizing the contiguous displacement of said contact point on said display 
horizontally across said first record entry to a first end point (in col. 13, lines 35-45, 
mouse pointer displacement is used to select objects); determining if a first distance 
between said first start point and said first end point exceeds a distance delta; and 
automatically selecting said first record entry provided said first distance exceeds said 
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distance delta (this is inherently a part of Robertson's selection process as described in 
col. 13, lines 25-45, with delta taken to be 0). 
5. Regarding independent claim 18, it is a system that performs the method of claim 1 and 
is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6 Claims 2-3 and 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Robertson. 

7. Regarding dependent claim 2, Robertson fails to teach that the first start point is located 
to the left of said first end point as displayed upon said display. However, it was 
notoriously well known in the art at the time of the invention that some languages are 
read from left to right and hence it would be natural to select from left to right for one 
who read such languages. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to select from left to right because it would be natural for one 
who reads in this manner. 

8. Regarding dependent claim 3, Robertson fails to teach that the first start point is located 
to the right of said first end point as displayed upon said display. However, it was 
notoriously well known in the art at the time of the invention that some languages are 
read from right to left and hence it would be natural to select from right to left for one 



Application/Control Number: 09/82 1 ,423 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2178 

who read such languages. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to select from right to left because it would be natural for one 
who reads in this manner. 

9. Regarding dependent claim 19, it is a system that performs the method of claim 2 and is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

10. Regarding dependent claim 20, it is a system that performs the method of claim 3 and is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

11 Claims 4 and 21 is rejected under 35 U,S*C 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Robertson, further in view of Murray (USPN 5,699,089— filing date 3/3/1994). 

12. Regarding dependent claim 4, Robertson fails to disclose that said contact point is made 
by putting a stylus down on said display. However, Murray discloses that styluses are 
typical pointing devices with the advantage of permitting the functionality of pen based 
computing and offering a user-friendly interface. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use styluses in the manner of 
Murray in the context of Robertson because they are typical pointing devices with the 
advantage of permitting the functionality of pen based computing and offering a user- 
friendly interface. 

13. Regarding dependent claim 21, it is a system that performs the method of claim 4 and is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

14 Claims 5 and 22 are rejected under 35 ILS.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Robertson, further in view of Michaels (USPN 6,240,167 Bl— filing date 1/19/1999). 
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15. Regarding dependent claim 5, Robertson fails to disclose that multiple record entries 
are displayed in line-item form. However, in col 11, lines 64-67 and col. 12, lines 1-20, 
Michaels displays records in line item form in order to portray data in an elegant, 
organized form that groups related data together. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use line item form in the context of 
Michaels in order to portray data in an elegant, organized form that groups related data 
together. 

16. Regarding dependent claim 22, it is a system that performs the method of claim 5 and is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

17 Claim 6 and 23 are rejected under 35 ILS.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Robertson, further in view of Michaels, further in view of Johnson, Jr. et al. (USPN 
6,240,167 Bl— filing date 1/19/1999), hereinafter Johnson, Jr. 

18. Regarding dependent claim 6, Robertson and Michaels fail to disclose the step of 
displaying in reverse video format the selection of said first record entry in line-item 
format. However, Johnson, Jr., in col. 3, lines 25-35 discloses that selected items may be 
displayed in reverse video to provide the user with obvious visual feedback about what is 
selected. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to display the selected line-items in reverse video as in Johnson, Jr. in the 
context of Robertson and Michaels to provide the user with obvious visual feedback 
about what is selected. 

19. Regarding dependent claim 23, it is a system that performs the method of claim 4 and is 
rejected under similar rationale. 
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20 Claims 7-11 and 24-28 are rejected under 35 ILS.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Robertson, further in view of Michaels, further in view of Chester, Thomas, 
and Robert Alden, Mastering Excel 97, 1997, Sybex, 4th Edition, pages 66-67, 
hereinafter Chester, 

21 . Regarding dependent claim 7, Robertson and Michaels fail to disclose a method 
comprising the steps of recognizing the contiguous displacement of said contact point on 
said display to a second record entry, said contact point continuing through as many 
contiguous record entries as displayed on said display between said first and second 
record entries; and automatically selecting a first contiguous group of record entries 
comprising said first and second record entries and all contiguous record entries as 
display between said first and second record entries. However, the selection process for 
Excel, as disclosed on pages 66-67 of Chester behaves in a manner in accordance with 
the claim when the CTRL key is held down, in that "multiple ranges" are selected. The 
advantage of such selection is convenient selection of multiple large groups of cells. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
allow the selection of multiple contiguous ranges of cells as in Chester in the context of 
Robertson and Michaels because this would allow convenient selection of multiple large 
groups of cells. 

22. Regarding dependent claim 8, Robertson and Michaels fail to disclose a method 
comprising the steps of recognizing the absence of said contact point marking a second 
end point located at said second record entry; recognizing the presence of said contact 
point of said display at a third record entry, marking a second start point; recognizing the 
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contiguous displacement of said contact point on said display horizontally across said 
third record entry to a third end point; determining if a second distance between said 
second start point and said third end point exceeds said distance delta; and automatically 
selecting said third record entry provided said second distance exceeds said distance. 
However, the selection process for Excel, as disclosed on pages 66-67 of Chester behaves 
in a manner in accordance with the claim when the CTRL key is held down, in that 
"multiple ranges" are selected. That is, it is not necessary to have a second mouse click 
after the first one in the first part of the selection because the mouse button will have 
been held down. The advantage of such selection is convenient selection of multiple 
large groups of cells. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to allow the selection of multiple contiguous ranges of cells as in 
Chester in the context of Robertson and Michaels because this would allow convenient 
selection of multiple large groups of cells. 

23. Regarding dependent claim 9, Robertson and Michaels and Chester fail explicitly 
disclose the content of the claim but it modifies the claim in a manner analogous to the 
way in which claim 2 modifies claim 1 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

24. Regarding dependent claim 10, Robertson and Michaels fail to describe a method, said 
method comprising the further steps of recognizing the contiguous displacement of said 
contact point to a fourth record entry, said contact point continuing through as many 
contiguous record entries as displayed on said display between said third and fourth 
record entries; and automatically selecting a second contiguous group of record entries 
comprising said third and fourth record entries and all contiguous record entries as 
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displayed between said third and fourth record entries. However, the selection process for 
Excel, as disclosed on pages 66-67 of Chester behaves in a manner in accordance with 
the claim when the CTRL key is held down, in that "multiple ranges" are selected. That 
is, multiple groups would be selected by multiple "strokes" of the mouse. The advantage 
of such selection is convenient selection of multiple large groups of cells. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to allow the 
selection of multiple contiguous ranges of cells as in Chester in the context of Robertson 
and Michaels because this would allow convenient selection of multiple large groups of 
cells. 

25. Regarding dependent claim 11, Robertson and Michaels fail to describe a method 
wherein said first contiguous group of record entries is discontiguous from said second 
contiguous group of record entries. However, the selection process for Excel, as 
disclosed on pages 66-67 of Chester behaves in a manner in accordance with the claim 
when the CTRL key is held down, in that "multiple ranges" are selected. That is, 
multiple groups would be selected by multiple "strokes" of the mouse. The advantage of 
such selection is convenient selection of multiple large groups of cells. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to allow the 
selection of multiple discontiguous ranges of cells as in Chester in the context of 
Robertson and Michaels because this would allow convenient selection of multiple large 
groups of cells. 

26. Regarding dependent claim 24, it is a system that performs the method of claim 7 and is 
rejected under similar rationale. 
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27. Regarding dependent claim 25, it is a system that performs the method of claim 8 and is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

28. Regarding dependent claim 26, it is a system that performs the method of claim 9 and is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

29. Regarding dependent claim 27, it is a system that performs the method of claim 10 and 
is rejected under similar rationale. 

30. Regarding dependent claim 28, it is a system that performs the method of claim 1 1 and 
is rejected under similar rationale. 

31 . Claims 12-13 are rejected nnder 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Robertson, further in view of Murray, further in view of Michaels. 

32. Regarding independent claim 12, it limitations combine the limitations of claim 1 , 4, 
and 5, and the claim is rejected under similar rationale. 

33. Regarding dependent claim 13, it is essentially analogous to claim 4, and is rejected 
under similar rationale. 

34. Claims 14-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Robertson, further in view of Murray, further in view of Michaels, further in view 
of Chester. 

35. Regarding dependent claim 14, it is essentially analogous to claim 7, and is rejected 
under similar rationale. 

36. Regarding dependent claim 15, it is essentially analogous to claim 8, and is rejected 
under similar rationale. 
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37. Regarding dependent claim 16, it is essentially analogous to claim 10, and is rejected 
under similar rationale. 

38. Regarding dependent claim 17, it is essentially analogous to claim 11, and is rejected 
under similar rationale. 



The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

USPN 5,359,703 (filing date 8/2/1990)— Robertson, et al. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jonathan D. Schlaifer whose telephone number is 703-305-9777. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Heather Herndon can be reached on 703-308-5186. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306, 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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